PLANNING COMMISSION
h— Lo | MEETING AGENDA
P il ko

- Via Zoom
City of Duvall https://zoom.us/i/91809509638

Small Town. Real Life. or by phone: (253) 215-8782 Meeting ID: 918 0950 9638
Wednesday, January 13, 2021, at 7:00 p.m.

Call to Order — Flag Salute
Roll Call
Approval of the Agenda

City Staff Announcements

A

Approval of Minutes
a) Minutes from the November 23, 2020 Special Planning Commission Meeting

4

Citizens’ Comments

7. Workshop
a) Growth Targets Update — L. Thomas
b) Community Survey Discussion — L. Thomas
c) Development Map Update — L. Thomas

8. Public Hearing(s)

a) Floodplain Ordinance Public Hearing
Presentation — L. Thomas

9. Unfinished Business
10. New Business

a) Al21-01 DMC 14.84, Floodplain Regulations
Discussion — L. Thomas

11. Good of the Order

12. Adjournment

Next Meeting: January 27, 2021

Attachments

*  Minutes from the November 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting
* Growth Targets Packet

* Floodplain Ordinance Packet

(Please email Troy Davis at troy.davis@duvallwa.gov if you have any questions or if you cannot attend the meeting.)
Meeting Room is Wheelchair Accessible. Americans With Disabilities Act - Reasonable
Accommodations Provided Upon Request - (425) 788-2779


https://zoom.us/j/91809509638

Date:

] =_I \ I
T%@u“%éll hl'.‘l\(
City of Duvall

Small Town. Real Life.

Meeting Minutes
City of Duvall Planning Commission Meeting

November 23, 2020

Time: 7:00 PM
Place: Via Zoom https://zoom.us/j/97738102529

Commissioners Present: William Chappell, Ronn Mercer, Mike Supple, Elaine Sawyer
(Absent: Eric Preston)

Staff Present: Troy Davis, Senior Planner; Stephanie Goodwin, Utility Billing/Accounts
Payable Clerk

Call to Order — Flag Salute
The Planning Commission meeting was called to order by Commissioner Sawyer at 7:02 PM.

1.

Approval of the Agenda
It was moved and seconded (Mercer/Chappell) to approve the agenda for the November
23, 2020 Planning Commission meeting. The motion passed 4-0.

Adoption of Minutes
It was moved and seconded (Mercer/Supple) to approve the minutes from the November
16, 2020 Planning Commission meeting. The motion passed 4-0.

Announcements

Troy Davis, Senior Planner, stated that both applicants for the vacant Planning
Commission seats fell through. Mr. Davis answered questions regarding qualifications
and absences for Planning Commission. Mr. Davis also announced the December
meeting changes due to the upcoming holiday.

Comments from Audience
None.

Workshop
None.

Public Hearing
None.

DRAFT City of Duvall Planning Commission Minutes November 23, 2020.
Page 1 of 2



7. Unfinished Business
2021 Docket/T. Davis
Troy Davis, Senior Planner, stated that staff is looking for a recommendation from
Planning Commission to give to City Council. It was moved and seconded
(Sawyer/Chapple) to recommend that City Council include CPA21-001 through CPA21-
010 to be included on the 2021 Docket.

8. New Business
a) Duvall Foundation for the Arts-Sign Review
Presentation/Discussion-Elizabeth Hill
Ms. Hill gave a presentation on the sign for the indoor space for the arts located at the
south end of town. Troy Davis, Senior Planner, went over the Planning Commission’s
role in sign reviews. Mr. Davis proposed the conditions of approval and both he, and Ms.
Hill answered questions from Planning Commissioners. It was moved and seconded
(Chappell/Sawyer) approve the sign review. The motion passed 4-0.

b) Design Review-Redemption Church

Presentation/Discussion-Ivana Halvorsen, Senior Planner with Barghausen Consulting
Engineers

Troy Davis, Senior Planner, gave an overview of the design originally submitted in 2017
and notified Planning Commissioners that they can make a recommendation to go to the
Hearing Examiner. Ms. Halvorsen presented the site plan for the church and Andrew
Kovach, Architect, reviewed the design. Ms. Halverson and Mr. Kovach answered
questions from Planning Commissioners. It was moved and seconded (Mercer/Sawyer) to
approve the design review. The motion passed 4-0.

c) Selection of Chair/Vice Chair for Planning Commission.
Discussion/nominations/vote-Troy Davis, Senior Planner

Mr. Davis said that because Planning Commission already has a Vice Chair, the Chair
can serve through December and then Planning Commission can proceed with
nominations. Commissioner Sawyer was nominated and seconded (Chappell/Supple) for
Planning Commission Chairperson. The motion passed 4-0. Commissioner Chappell was
nominated for Planning Commission Vice Chairperson. The motion passed 4-0.

9. Good of the Order
Commissioner Sawyer mentioned attending City Council meetings and would like
Planning Commissioners to continue to attend them. Commissioner Mercer agreed that it
is useful. Senior Planner Troy Davis answered questions regarding temporary use
permits.

10. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 PM.
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KING COUNTY
GROWTH TARGETS
12/15/20

PRESENTATION FOR DUVALL CITY COUNCIL



WHAT ARE GROWTH TARGETS?

* Growth targets are:

* A policy statement about the amount of housing and jobs
each jurisdiction will plan for in 2024 comprehensive plans

* Part of the Countywide Planning Policies

* For the urban area only :
\e\OUS,ng

* For at least a 20-year period

* Created collaboratively by all cities and King County



GROWTH TARGET PROCESS
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CREATING PRELIMINARY TARGET RANGES
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ABOUT THE PRELIMINARY TARGET RANGES

* Preliminary target ranges are based in data related to growth and
development

* Each value within in a range represents a scenario

* What would a set of targets be if we allocated projected growth to cities in the
Regional Geography proportionally, based on...

- Jurisdictions are invited to include local information to add realism to the
data

* The range of values produced for any city is not binding on a city’s draft or

final targets
* The Regional Geography level allocation will act as a control total



CITIES AND TOWNS: PRELIMINARY TARGET RANGES

HOUSING TARGET ALLOCATED BY PROPORTION OF: | JOBTARGET ALLOCATED BY PROPORTION OF:

Housing HU 2006- Jobs 2006-
Jurisdiction Units 2020 Jobs 2019 HU Target Land Area 19 Capacity | Jobs 2019 Jobs Target Land Area 19 Capacity

Algona 212 823 |75 247 100 179 761 246 228 628 |08
Beaux Arts 24 7 3 |5 0 | 7 4 |4 0

Black Diamond 418 145 1,745 1,345 198 2,503 |34 1,232 1,244 711
Carnation 184 271 303 190 176 259 251 434 176 310
Clyde Hill 220 284 9 200 19 0 263 0 185 0
Covington 1,439 1,770 1,350 1,143 1,751 2,785 1,637 1,549 1,057 1,343

Duvall 556 445 1,047 461 682 817 412 986 426 1,040
Enumclaw 1,138 1,768 1,309 957 522 887 1,635 863 886 387
Hunts Point 37 25 I 85 3 3 23 0 79 0
Maple Valley 1,889 1,492 1,653 1,168 2,698 690 1,380 2,347 1,080 867
Medina 251 203 |7 328 77 29 188 0 304 0
Milton 147 30 46 121 291 98 28 188 112 728
Normandy Park 577 305 10 480 88 2,258 282 76 444 27
North Bend 792 1,150 611 836 446 1,229 1,064 1,232 774 1,123
Pacific 494 28| 262 345 337 263 260 434 319 85
Sammamish 4,483 2,816 3,839 4,547 4251 1,748 2,604 2,112 4,206 2,549
Skykomish 35 21 9 63 7 29 19 0 58 0
Snoqualmie 1,006 2,120 1,483 1,363 2,325 199 1,961 1,232 1,260 3,660
Yarrow Point 84 30 13 90 16 9 28 0 83




CITES AND TOWNS: TARGETS RELATED DATA

HU Growth HU Target HU Target % Target Initial UGC  Prelim.Target Prelim.Target
City 2006-18 2006-18 2006-35 Complete Capacity Range Low Range High
Algona 89 91 220 40% 337 100
Beaux Arts Village I I 3 34% 2 0
Black Diamond 912 2,204 5% 4,708 | 45
Carnation 158 383 37% 488 176
Clyde Hill 5 |2 73% 0 0
Covington 706 1,705 92% 5,238 1,143
Duvall 547 1,322 44% 1,536 445
Enumclaw 684 1,653 1 7% 1,668 522
Hunts Point 0 I 367% 5 I
Maple Valley 864 2,088 99% 1,298 690
Medina 9 22 329% 54 |7
Milton 58 467% | 84
Normandy Park 139 60% 4,248
North Bend 771 47% 2,311
Pacific 331 96% 495
Sammamish 4,849 74% 3,288
Skykomish 12 60% 54
Snoqualmie 1,873 I11% 375
Yarrow Point |16 155% |7




FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The King County Interjurisdictional Team
CPPs: Karen Wolf, FAICP: karen.wolf@kingcounty.gov
Growth Targets: Rebeccah Maskin, AICP: rmaskin@kingcounty.gov



https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Growth-Management/GMPC.aspx
mailto:karen.wolf@kingcounty.gov
mailto:rmaskin@kingcounty.gov

I: Estimates/Inputs

Housing

Jurisdiction Units 2020  Jobs 2019 HU Target  Jobs Target HU 2006-19 Jobs 2012-18
Algona 1,060 2,431 190 210 93 43
Beaux Arts 119 21 3 3 0 9
Black Diamond 2,087 428 1,900 1,050 185 92
Carnation (+ UGA) 920 802 330 370 164 115
Clyde Hill 1,099 839 10 0 17 197
Covington 7,185 5,231 1,470 1,320 1,632 483
Duvall (+ UGA) 2,778 1,315 1,140 840 636 301
Enumclaw (+ UGA) 5,682 5,224 1,425 735 486 262
Hunts Point 184 73 1 0 3 29
Maple Valley 9,432 4,408 1,800 2,000 2,515 946
Medina 1,253 600 19 0 71 110
Milton 735 88 50 160 271 98
Normandy Park 2,881 902 120 65 82 149
North Bend (+ UGA) 3,955 3,398 665 1,050 416 508
Pacific 2,466 830 285 370 314 49
Sammamish 22,390 8,320 4,180 1,800 3,963 1,172
Skykomish 173 61 10 0 7 6
Snoqualmie (+ UGA) 5,024 6,264 1,615 1,050 2,168 2,754
Yarrow Point 422 90 14 0 15 0
RG Total 69,845 41,325 15,227 11,023 13,039 7,322
RG Housing
Allocation 13,985
RG Jobs Allocation 12,936




Total

Transport Freeway State Transit % Housing % Jobs

HU Capacity Job Capacity | Connections Interchange  Highways Routes Units 2020 2019
337 948 3 0 1 2 2% 6%
2 0 1 0 0 1 0% 0%
4,708 6,510 4 0 1 3 3% 1%
488 2,953 3 0 1 2 1% 2%
0 0 10 1 1 8 2% 2%
5,238 11,846 7 1 2 4 10% 13%
1,536 9,402 4 0 1 3 4% 3%
1,668 2,737 5 0 3 2 8% 13%
5 0 10 1 1 8 0% 0%
1,298 4,115 7 0 2 5 14% 11%
54 0 10 1 1 8 2% 1%
184 5,294 3 0 2 1 1% 0%
4,248 30 3 0 1 2 4% 2%
2,311 8,993 6 1 2 3 6% 8%
495 631 6 1 1 4 4% 2%
3,288 1,474 8 0 1 7 32% 20%
54 0 1 0 1 0 0% 0%
375 18,692 5 0 1 4 7% 15%
17 0 8 0 1 7 1% 0%
26,305 73,626 100% 100%




2: Share of Regional Geography Total

% HU % Jobs % HU % Jobs % HU % Job
Target Target 2006-19 2012-18 Capacity Capacity
1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
12% 10% 1% 1% 18% 9%
2% 3% 1% 2% 2% 4%
0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0%
10% 12% 13% 7% 20% 16%
7% 8% 5% 4% 6% 13%
9% 7% 4% 4% 6% 4%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
12% 18% 19% 13% 5% 6%
0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0%
0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 7%
1% 1% 1% 2% 16% 0%
4% 10% 3% 7% 9% 12%
2% 3% 2% 1% 2% 1%
27% 16% 30% 16% 13% 2%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
11% 10% 17% 38% 1% 25%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%




3. F’reliminary Targets based on proportic
Housing
Housing
Jurisdiction Units 2020 HU Target HU 2006-18 HU Capacity 2019 Jobs Jobs 2019

Algona 212 175 100 179 823 761
Beaux Arts 24 3 0 1 7 7
Black Diamond 418 1,745 198 2,503 145 134
Carnation (+ UGA) 184 303 176 259 271 251
Clyde Hill 220 9 19 0 284 263
Covington 1,439 1,350 1,751 2,785 1,770 1,637
Duvall (+ UGA) 556 1,047 682 817 445 412
Enumclaw (+ UGA) 1,138 1,309 522 887 1,768 1,635
Hunts Point 37 1 3 3 25 23
Maple Valley 1,889 1,653 2,698 690 1,492 1,380
Medina 251 17 77 29 203 188
Milton 147 46 291 98 30 28
Normandy Park 577 110 88 2,258 305 282
North Bend (+ UGA) 792 611 446 1,229 1,150 1,064
Pacific 494 262 337 263 281 260
Sammamish 4,483 3,839 4,251 1,748 2,816 2,604
Skykomish 35 9 7 29 21 19
Snoqualmie (+ UGA) 1,006 1,483 2,325 199 2,120 1,961
Yarrow Point 84 13 16 9 30 28
RG Total 13,985 13,985 13,985 13,985 13,985 12,936




wn of: 4: Target Baselines* Comparison Values
Jobs Existing
Jobs Job Housing Jobs HU Existing Job Job

Jobs Target 2012-18 Capacity Target Target Capacity HU Target Capacity Target
246 77 167 151 313 337 190 948 210
4 16 0 1 7 2 3 0 3
1,232 162 1,144 1,482 668 4,708 1,900 6,510 1,050
434 204 519 246 352 488 330 2,953 370
0 347 0 9 152 0 10 0 0
1,549 853 2,081 1,962 1,530 5,238 1,470 11,846 1,320
986 532 1,652 849 895 1,536 1,140 9,402 840
863 463 481 906 860 1,668 1,425 2,737 735
0 51 0 2 18 5 1 0 0
2,347 1,671 723 1,680 1,530 1,298 1,800 4,115 2,000
0 194 0 41 96 54 19 0 0
188 172 930 145 330 184 50 5,294 160
76 262 5 819 157 4,248 120 30 65
1,232 897 1,580 762 1,193 2,311 665 8,993 1,050
434 86 111 287 223 495 285 631 370
2,112 2,071 259 3,279 1,762 3,288 4,180 1,474 1,800
0 11 0 15 8 54 10 0 0
1,232 4,866 3,284 1,336 2,836 375 1,615 18,692 1,050
0 0 0 13 7 17 14 0 0

12,936 12,936 12,936

*Housing baseilne includes HU Target, Recent Growth, and Initial Ce



ipacity. Job baseline includes all factors



King County Growth Targets
Growth Targets Methodology and Process Summary

Creating 2044 Growth Targets for King County

As a part of the 2021 Countywide Planning Policies update, King County is leading the process to set new
growth targets for jurisdictions to use in the 2024 periodic update of comprehensive plans. Creating
growth targets is a collaborative effort in King County, facilitated by King County staff with the
participation of planning staff from each jurisdiction. The process uses the VISION 2050 Regional Growth
Strategy as a platform for distributing growth to King County and Regional Geographies within King

County, and a deliberative process to refine a set of preliminary housing and job growth targets for each
jurisdiction. Ultimately, growth targets will be finalized and adopted by the Growth Management
Planning Council in the adopted 2021 Countywide Planning Policies.

This document describes the technical methodology for creating preliminary target ranges for each
jurisdiction and summarizes the process each Regional Geography group has taken to establish a
baseline from which to select draft growth targets.

Interpreting Growth Targets

Growth Targets are policy statements about the amount of housing and job growth each jurisdiction is
planning for. Under the Growth Management Act, all jurisdictions share a role in accommodating future
growth, though the amount will differ by the role each jurisdiction plays in the county and region.
Targets form the basis for the land use assumptions in comprehensive plans. Drawing from PSRC’s
guidance on growth targets in VISION 2050, the land use assumptions used in comprehensive plans
must be substantially consistent with adopted growth targets.! As such, growth targets are the numbers
jurisdictions should be aiming for in their plans, and all King County jurisdictions would be well served to
fully participate in setting growth targets, to ensure they reflect anticipated future growth.

How the Urban Growth Capacity Report (Buildable Lands) Relates to Growth Targets

The Urban Growth Capacity Report and growth target setting are separate but intersecting components
of growth management in King County. The Urban Growth Capacity Report is a mid-cycle performance
check on growth and planning goals of adopted comprehensive plans, including adopted growth targets.
For the 2021 Urban Growth Capacity Report, this will mean reporting on adopted 2006-35 growth
targets and 2015 comprehensive plans.

The growth target setting process will support the 2024 periodic update of comprehensive plans, with
targets covering roughly 2019-2044. The calculated capacity from the Urban Growth Capacity Report is a
key reference for the growth target setting process, as jurisdictions want to understand and compare
their relative amounts of capacity, but jurisdictions may consider a number of additional factors in
setting their growth target.

Because capacity calculated in the Urban Growth Capacity Report is constrained by the assumptions of
currently adopted plans and recently developed housing and workplaces, it may not reflect the entirety
of the planned future for a jurisdiction. For example, a newly permitted major development, planned
visioning around a neighborhood center, or a necessary zoning change around a future infrastructure
investment may not be accounted for in the capacity calculation from the Urban Growth Capacity

! Puget Sound Regional Council, VISION 2050, https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/vision-2050-plan.pdf, p.46.

December 2020 1


https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/vision-2050-plan.pdf
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/vision-2050-plan.pdf
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/vision-2050-plan.pdf
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Growth-Management/GMPC.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/Growth-Management/GMPC.aspx

King County Growth Targets
Growth Targets Methodology and Process Summary

Report. King County’s growth target setting process makes space for a variety of additional related
factors to be considered alongside of the initial and final capacity as calculated through the Urban
Growth Capacity process. Comprehensive plans should have land capacity analyses to support their
growth assumptions. These may be based on the Urban Growth Capacity Report and incorporate new
analysis for places where future development is likely to differ.

Creating Preliminary Target Ranges

Step 1: Create Countywide and Regional Geography Allocations

Drawing from the VISION 2050 Regional Growth Strategy PSRC’s Regional Macroeconomic Forecast, King
County’s share of regional growth (50% population, 59% employment) is applied to the forecasted
regional growth for 2019-2044, to create the countywide growth allocation. Then the Regional
Geography shares of growth are applied to the countywide growth allocation, to create the 2019-2044
Regional Geography allocations. Population is converted to housing units by Regional Geography, using
assumptions tailored to each regional geography. The Regional Geography total housing and job
allocations are located at the bottom of the Inputs tab in the refined preliminary target range
spreadsheets.

Step 2: Select Data Factors

Data factors are relevant data variables used to break out the Regional Geography allocations to
preliminary growth targets for each jurisdiction. Data factors were identified from past growth targets
setting exercises, and input from planners and staff on the Growth Management Planning Council’s
Interjurisdictional Team, and the Urban Growth Capacity Technical Committee. The data factors selected
include: current 2006-2035 targets, recent jobs and housing growth (2012-2018, and 2006-2019
respectively), current jobs and housing estimates (2019 and 2020, respectively), jurisdiction land area,
and initial capacity estimates of housing units and non-residential square feet, from draft Urban Growth
Capacity Report data. Though they have not progressed through the Regional Geography level target
setting deliberations, two additional series of weighed data factors were created for some jurisdictions.
Metro cities, Core cities, and High Capacity Transit Communities have an additional set of data factors
weighted by the number of high capacity transit stops within a jurisdiction. Metro cities and Core cities
also have an additional set of data factors weighted by the number of designated regional centers in
each city.

High capacity transit stops were determined by the Puget Sound Regional Council as an input to VISION
2050, and include existing and planned light rail, commuter rail, ferry, bus rapid transit, and high-
frequency, all-day service bus stops.

Step 3: Collect Data Factors
Once defined, data factors are collected from state, regional, and local sources. These sources are listed
below.

¢ Housing Units 2020: OFM April 1st estimates for 2020

¢ Jobs 2019: PSRC/ESD Total employment, less construction/resource sector jobs
e HU Target: 2006-35 extended targets

¢ Jobs Target: 2006-35 extended targets

¢ Land Area: Area of jurisdiction in acres
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King County Growth Targets
Growth Targets Methodology and Process Summary

¢ HU 2006-19: OFM Small Area Estimates

¢ Jobs 2012-18: PSRC/ESD Total Employment, less construction/resource sector

¢ HU Capacity: initial residential capacity from Urban Growth Capacity Phase 3 reporting,
expressed in housing units

¢ Job Capacity: initial non-residential capacity from Urban Growth Capacity Phase 3 reporting.
Non-residential capacity was converted to jobs via two assumptions: in industrial zones by
multiplying area by an assumption of 750 sq ft/job; in other non-residential zones by multiplying
area by an assumption of 350 sq ft/job

In the preliminary target ranges spreadsheet, the values for these data factors are found on the Inputs
tab. Initial capacity data from the Urban Growth Capacity Report will continue to change and be
updated as data is finalized in the first quarter of 2021.

Step 4: Convert Raw Data Factors into Shares (%) to Apply to Regional Geography
Allocations

After the data factors are collected, they are converted to a percentage share that can be applied to the
Regional Geography allocations to create preliminary targets for each jurisdiction. Data factors are
grouped by Regional Geography, and summed for a total at the Regional Geography level. Then, each
jurisdiction’s data factor value is divided by the Regional Geography total to create a percentage
representing the share each jurisdiction within a Regional Geography. This process is repeated for each
data factor. In the original preliminary target ranges spreadsheet, these shares are found on the Metro
%s, Core %s, HCT %s, and Cities_Towns %s tabs. In the refined preliminary target range spreadsheets,
the ranges are found on the Inputs tab.

Example:

Jurisdiction 2020 Housing Units B { Formatted: Font: Not Bold

isdiction % Share Housing Units =
Jurisdiction % ShG@ggusing J¥ts Total 2020 Housing Units in Regional Geography, -

Step 5: Apply Data Factor Shares to Regional Geography Allocations to Create Preliminary

Targets

To create a preliminary target for each jurisdiction, the data factor shares from the previous step are
multiplied by the Regional Geography growth allocation. This apportions the Regional Geography
allocation to jurisdictions, proportionate to a jurisdiction’s data factor value. This step is repeated for
each data factor. Taking the different data factor derived values together creates a range for each
jurisdiction. In the original preliminary target ranges spreadsheet, these ranges are found on the Metro,
Core, HCT, and Cities_Towns tabs. In the refined preliminary target range spreadsheets, the ranges are
found on the Refined Prelim Target Ranges tab.

(Jurisdiction % Share) x (Regional Geography Growth Allocation) = Preliminary Target

Interpreting the Preliminary Target Ranges

Each column on the Refined Prelim Target Ranges tabs (Metro, Core, HCT, and Cities_Towns tabs in the
original preliminary target ranges) can be interpreted as a scenario that shows how growth targets could
look if they were allocated to cities by a single data factor. Each factor has pros and cons that make it
relevant or credible (or not) as a foundation for a growth target. The table below lists the benefits and
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King County Growth Targets

Growth Targets Methodology and Process Summary

drawbacks of using a specific range value. Once you identify the values that seem most pertinent to your
jurisdiction, it might be helpful to examine the high and low values within the range, take average of
values, and compare with your city’s initial capacity and previous target.

2020 Housing
Units or 2019
Jobs

Pro

Most populous/job-rich cities in Regional Geography receive the
most growth
Expresses cities’ current roles

Con

Doesn't account for recent growth trends or future role- maybe
not a good fit for jurisdictions anticipating significant change
from annexation, new infrastructure investments, or other
significant changes

Land Area

Pro

Similar to existing housing units or jobs, largest cities receive the
most growth

May be helpful for cities with larger amounts of vacant land or
greenfield development

Con

Not very useful indicator of density or capacity

Limited connection to accommodating future growth

Does not consider sensitive environmental areas, lack of sewer
infrastructure

2035 Housing
or Job Target
(existing
targets)

Pro

Yields a proportionately similar target to 2015-era growth
targets, with an updated forecast and Regional Growth Strategy
Helpful indicator if growth in a jurisdiction has been on target

Con

May not account for recent changes in growth
Less helpful for cities that have changed Regional Geography
designation in VISION 2050

Housing or
Job Growth
(2006 - 2018)

Pro

Cities that have grown more in the past ~12 years receive larger
targets
Helpful if recent trends are indicative of future growth

Con

Does not account for the existing base or size of city
Less helpful if factors inducing growth are not expected to
continue

Capacity

Pro

Cities with greater relative capacity receive a larger target
Targeted growth is based on a city's capacity to absorb growth

Con

Less helpful for cities planning to add capacity to accommodate a
future target, or if other anticipated changes are not yet
reflected in current capacity

Preliminary Target Range Analysis and Baselines

Each Regional Geography group has weighed the relative utility of the various data factors that
construct the preliminary target ranges, specific to their Regional Geography category. Some Regional
Geographies requested additional information and data to refine or contextualize the preliminary
ranges. After assessing the ranges for housing and jobs, each group selected a subset of data factors
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King County Growth Targets
Growth Targets Methodology and Process Summary

from the preliminary ranges to establish a baseline to begin deliberation on draft growth targets. This
section describes this process and the data factors determined most relevant to setting each group’s
baseline.

Metro Cities

December Update: The Metro cities discussed the factors most important to their cities in setting
growth targets. As job centers conscious of their roles in an affordable housing shortage, the concept of
using the job target as a reference in selecting the housing target held meaning. Capacity is also a key
factor. Using the range of preliminary job targets and initial capacities expressed in jobs, the cities
identified more narrow ranges from within the preliminary ranges. The cities expressed interest in
referencing displacement and housing need in the target setting process. The narrowed ranges will be
the starting place for further conversation.

Core Cities

December Update: The Core cities have coalesced around a strategy for reviewing the preliminary
ranges and developing baselines for housing and jobs. The group elected to remove the land area data
factor from consideration for housing and jobs targets, and to review an additional factor: allocating
jobs by the 2020 distribution of housing units. There was discussion about removing the outlying high
and low values for each city and the 2020 housing data factor from the ranges, but no consensus on
either item. To consider the recent job growth factor while accommodating cities that have experienced
job losses over the 2006-18 period, the group elected to also examine a more recent period of growth,
e.g., 2012-18, where job gains are more likely. The group was supportive of an initial conversion of non-
residential capacity to jobs.

To establish a baseline, the group agreed to start from an average of the remaining unweighted data
factors. The average will be presented alongside of the initial capacity from the Urban Growth Capacity
Report and the existing adopted growth targets for comparison. King County will provide this
information to cities, along with additional documentation and a dashboard link at least a week prior to
the next Core Cities meeting, to allow cities to digest and form a position on their draft growth target.

High Capacity Transit Communities

December Update: The High Capacity Transit Communities continued to review the data factors for
housing and jobs, weighing each factor’s relative utility in allocating preliminary targets to each
jurisdiction. Because these communities stand to receive important transit investments, members noted
the importance of referencing factors that reflect existing and future growth patterns and remaining
capacity. The land area data and current targets factors were rated unfavorably among the factors in the
preliminary ranges. The group felt it was important to compare preliminary targets to remaining
capacity.

The group did not establish a rubric for establishing a baseline, but several jurisdictions appear to be
forming positions relative to their capacity and expectations for future growth. King County will provide
additional documentation, a reformatted target range spreadsheet, a dashboard link, and survey
responses at least a week prior to the next High Capacity Transit Communities meeting.
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King County Growth Targets
Growth Targets Methodology and Process Summary

Cities and Towns

December Update: The Cities and Towns Regional Geography group continued to review the data factors
primarily for jobs and worked towards establishing a baseline for housing and jobs by identifying the
factors the group felt were most relevant to their regional geography. King County staff will repackage
the preliminary target ranges with a paired down list of data factors, and additional data (averaging the
remaining data factors, revised transportation infrastructure connections) to support the regional
geography’s move towards establishing a baseline. The group was supportive of an initial conversion of
non-residential capacity to jobs, and this information will be presented in the revised data factors.

King County staff will provide this information to cities, along with additional documentation and a
dashboard link at least a week prior to the next Cities and Towns meeting.

Urban Unincorporated

December Update: Growth allocated to the Urban Unincorporated area will be distributed to Potential
Annexation Areas (PAA) relative to each PAA’s amount of developable capacity. This is guided by the
Countywide Planning Policies, DP-11.

December 2020 6



’_% _,.._- Agenda Item AI# 21-01a
’“I%"Ihl“m. 4 Duvall Planning Commission
(o1 3" W TTET]] Meeting Date: 1/13/2021

Small Town. Real Life.

Subject Floodplain Ordinance and Public Hearing
Document Type Ordinance

Department Community Development

Contact Lara Thomas, Community Development Director
Attorney Review Complete

Committee Recommendation N/A  Choose an item.

Planning Commission Recommendation Pending

Handling Normal Deadline Date 1/13/2021
Needed from Council Action

Recommendation
Recommend Council Adopt - Ordinance repealing Ordinance 1267, Interim Floodplain
Regulations and adopting a replacement Chapter of DMC 14.84, Floodplain Regulations

Planning Commission Review History
e Interim Ordinance reviewed by PC 8/12/20
» Draft Ordinance reviewed by PC 10/14/20

Attachments/References
« Draft Ordinance with Exhibit A
« Staff Report with Exhibits (1-10)

Routing
Staff: Lara Thomas, CDD Approved: LDT 1/7/2021

Director: Admin Name Approved: Initials Date



Budget Impacts Approved in Budget

Expenditure

Fund Name & # Current Year | 2" Year Future Impact
001.01 - Legislative $250.00 $ $
001.05 - planning (training) unknown $ $
$ $ $
Revenue
Fund Name & # Current Year | 2" Year Future Impact
$ $ $
$ $ $
Notes

Budget impact is related to code amendments (codification) and continued staff training
(floodplain manager training) for implementation of regulations. Training cost is unknown at
this time as a class has not been posted at this time. Planning will absorb the cost of training
into its approved 21/22 training budget.

Verified by Finance: DM 12/30/2020

Key Facts and Information Summary

To retain eligibility in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) communities were asked to
update their Flood Plain Management policies consistent with Section 60.3, Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR). Participations in the NFIP allows property owners, business, and renters to
flood hazards to obtain flood hazard insurance.

December of 2019, the Department of Ecology (DOE) issued a model flood damage prevention
regulation. The City was contacted by FEMA on February 19, 2020, by letter that Duvall was
required to complete its floodplain regulations by August 19, 2020. Staff has work
collaboratively with FEMA and DOE to draft a new a new floodplain regulation.

Earlier this year a deceleration of emergency was issued by the federal government, the state
of Washington, King County and the City of Duvall. During the ongoing state of emergency
communities are conducting remote public meetings and hearings. Many communities including
Duvall decided to approve floodplain regulations through an interim ordinance due to COVID
(pandemic) constraints to complete the policy and retain NFIP eligibility.

Interim regulations were adopted for six (6) months so long as the City council held a public
hearing within 60 days of adoption of an ordinance. The City of Duvall adopted Ordinance NO.
1267 on August 4, 2020 for a term of six months and held a public hearing for September 15,
2020.

Since that time the planning department has completed one workshop with the Planning
Commission and issued a Determination of Non-Significance. The Planning Commission will hold
a public hearing on January 13%, 2021 Planning Commission meeting and make a
recommendation to the City Council.
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